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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . The following is a final office action in response to the communications received 
on October 2, 2006. Claims 1-24 are now pending in this application. 

Response to Amendments 

2. Applicants' amendments to claims 1, 6, 12, and 23 are acknowledged. Examiner 
withdraws the previously asserted claim objections based on Applicants' amendments. 
Examiner maintains all previously asserted rejections. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants' arguments filed on October 2, 2006 have been fully considered but 
are not found persuasive. Applicants argues i) Bacon fails to teach "determining the 
lowest possible granularity level of the object destination", ii) Bacon and the present 
invention are not analogous in that "Bacon's process routes to subflows" whereas the 
present invention "determines the agents to which subflows should be routed", and iii) 
Bacon fails to consider the present invention as a whole, as related to the asserted 35 
U.S.C. §103 rejections. 

In response to Applicants' argument Bacon fails to teach "determining the lowest 
possible granularity level of the object destination", Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Bacon explicitly teaches "based on examined information and organizational structure, 
determining an appropriate destination for the object at a lowest possible granularity 
level within the organizational structure" (see column 4 lines 38-65, column 10 lines 10- 
54, and figure 7; where the server identifies the next activity based on the business 
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process and the just completed activity and pushes the object to the next necessary 
destination. The server uses process definitions in order to determine the most 
appropriate destination of the object. The process definitions contain logic that enables 
the system to isolate the appropriate destination. This use of process definitions and 
decision agents to route objects is the same as determining the lowest level of 
granularity to route an object to.). 

In response to Applicants' argument Bacon and the present invention are not 
analogous in that "Bacon's process routes to subflows" whereas the present invention 
"determines the agents to which subflows should be routed", Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Bacon explicitly teaches determining the agents or participants to which the 
subflows should be routed (see column 4 lines 50-55, column 9 lines 44-50, column 9 
lines 60-64, and column 10 lines 64-67; where the server routes work items to the 
appropriate actors, agents, clients, or work group.). Furthermore, it is noted that the 
features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "determining the agents") are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to Applicants' argument Bacon fails to consider the present invention 
as a whole, as related to the asserted 35 U.S.C. §103 rejections, Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Examiner previously asserted the recitation of the specific data of "customer 
information", "customer credit information", and "country information" is recitation of non- 
functional description material. These data elements are not functionally involved in the 
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steps recited nor do they alter the recited structural elements. In other words, the 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the specific data and 
the structural elements remain the same regardless of the specific data. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP a 2106. 
Thus, Examiner maintains that Bacon does disclose the present invention as a whole 
and failure to disclose the non-functional descriptive material does not negate that 
Bacon teaches the functionality and structural elements of the present invention. 

In addition, Examiner notes the following discussion of Official Notice taken from 
the MPEP: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would 
include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 1.111(b). See also 
Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 ("[l]n the absence of any 
demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his 
statement, we will not consider this contention."). A general allegation 
that the claims define a patentable invention without any reference to the 
examiner's assertion of official notice would be inadequate. If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the 
examiner must provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if 
the rejection is to be maintained. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2). See also 
Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 USPQ2d at 1697 ("[T]he Board [or 
examiner] must point to some concrete evidence in the record in support 
of these findings" to satisfy the substantial evidence test). If the examiner 
is relying on personal knowledge to support the finding of what is known 
in the art, the examiner must provide an affidavit or declaration setting 
forth specific factual statements and explanation to support the finding. 
See 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2). If applicant does not traverse the examiner's 
assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the 
common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was 
inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should include 
an explanation as to why it was inadequate. (MPEP § 2144.03(C)) 
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Applicants are silent as to Examiner's assertion of official notice and thus have 
not "specifically point[ed] out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would 
include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well- 
known in the art." For these reasons, an "organization structure to include an 
organization hierarchy" is taken to be admitted prior art because Applicant's traversal 
was inadequate. Furthermore, Examiner asserts previously cited Brodersen et al. as 
evidence to support that Official Notice was properly taken. Brodersen teaches an 
"organization structure to include an organizational hierarchy" (see column 10 lines 59- 
67, column 11 lines 40-55, and figures 5 and 9; where in positional based task routing, 
tasks are routed to a position. Each position is defined in the system as having a parent 
position. Thus, all of the positions in the system are designed on an organizational 
hierarchy.). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-4, 8-9, 11-15, 19-20, 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Bacon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6430538). 

As per claim 1, Bacon et al. teach: 
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A method of routing an object through a workflow system, comprising: 

parsing the object into portions that are likely to follow different workflow paths 
(see column 9 lines 1-50 and figure 7; where workflow and workflow activities are 
defined. Each activity is broken down into subflows and branches.); 

examining information and an organizational structure contained in each parsed 
portion (see column 10 lines 10-54 and figure 7; where the server identifies the next 
activity based on the business process and the just completed activity and pushes 
the object to the next necessary destination.); and 

based on examined information and organizational structure, determining an 
appropriate destination for the object at a lowest possible granularity level within the 
organizational structure (see column 4 lines 38-65, column 10 lines 10-54, and figure 
7; where the server identifies the next activity based on the business process and 
the just completed activity and pushes the object to the next necessary destination. 
The server uses process definitions in order to determine the most appropriate 
destination of the object. The process definitions contain logic that enables the 
system to isolate the appropriate destination. This use of process definitions and 
decision agents to route objects is the same as determining the lowest level of 
granularity to route an object to.); and 

routing the object to the appropriate destination (see column 4 lines 38-57; where 
the server routes a work item to the appropriate agents, clients or work group.). 

As per claim 2, Bacon et al. teach: 
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The method of claim 1 , further including examining external information, if any, 
related to each parsed portion, to further determine the lowest possible granularity 
level of the object destination (see column 4 lines 39-57; where external activities 
are examined to determine the status of the workflow and the next possible activity.). 

As per claim 3, Bacon et al. teach: 

The method of claim 2, further including examining a set of business rules, if any, 
contained in each parsed portion and related to the organizational structure, to 
further determine the lowest possible granularity level of the object destination (see 
column 9 lines 27-38; where specific rule-based branch conditions can be set to 
further route objects during workflow.). 

As per claim 4, Bacon et al. teach: 

The method of claim 3, wherein parsing the object into portions includes parsing 
the object into subsets of information (see column 9 lines 1-50; where workflow is 
parsed in to branches and subflows based on activities, object attributes, and data or 
information contained in the workflow.). 

As per claim 8, Bacon et al. teach: 

The method of claim 3, wherein the object includes an intermediate document 
(see column 2 lines 52-60; where the object or work item is a document. The 
system accounts for the object data type, coordinating the processing of the object 
data type such that the data type is usable by all subprocesses. An intermediate 
document is a file set for processing that is of a data type that the system can read, 
as per Specification page 5). 
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As per claim 9, Bacon et al. teach: 

The method of claim 3, wherein the object includes a transactional document 
(see column 2 lines 52-60; where the object or work item is a document. The 
system accounts for the object data type, coordinating the processing of the object 
data type such that the data type is usable by all subprocesses. A transactional 
document is a file used that is processed, i.e. used in transactions, by the workflow 
system.). 

As per claim 1 1 , Bacon et al. teach: 

The method of claim 3, wherein the set of business rules includes specific routing 
rules (see column 9 lines 27-38; where specific rule-based branch conditions can be 
set to further route objects during workflow.). 

Claims 12-15, 19-20, and 22 recite "a computer program for routing an object 
through a workflow system" taught by Bacon et al. (see column 4 lines 39-65 and 
column 5 lines 23-48; where the workflow system is a computer program). Claims 12- 
15, 19-20, and 22 further recite limitations already addressed by the rejections of claims 
1-4, 8-9, and 11; therefore the same rejections apply to these claims. 

Claims 23 and 24 recite "a system for routing an object through a workflow 
system" taught by Bacon et al. (see column 4 lines 39-65 and column 5 lines 23-48; 
where a system for routing activities and tasks is disclosed.). Claims 23 and 24 further 
recite limitations already addressed by the rejections of claims 1-3; therefore the same 
rejections apply to these claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 5-7, 10, 16-18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bacon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6430538). 

As per claims 5-7, Bacon does not expressly teach the specific data of "customer 
information", "customer credit information", and "country information"; however, these 
differences are only found in the non-functional descriptive material and are not 
functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they alter the recited structural 
elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the 
specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 
USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. 
Cir. 1994); MPEP ^ 2106. The advantage of capturing this specific data is these data 
types will enable the proper routing of work items based on specific data. For example, 
data contained in the country field would enable the routing of that work item to a client 
user that handles that specific country work items. It would have been obvious, at the 
time of the invention, to incorporate the specific data of "customer information", 
"customer credit information", and "country information" to the Bacon et al. system in 
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order to ensure the proper routing of work items, which is a goal of Bacon et al. (see 
column 1 lines 27-45). 

As per claim 10, Bacon et al. fail to teach "the organization structure includes an 
organizational hierarchy". It is old and well-known in the art for the organization 
structure to include an organization hierarchy. The advantage of the organization 
structure including an organization hierarchy is that work items can be properly 
assigned to the persons and resources with the appropriate skills to perform the work 
item. It would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to incorporate the feature of "the organization structure includes an organization 
hierarchy" to properly assign work items to persons and resources with the necessary 
skills to perform the work item, which is a goal of Bacon et al. (see column 1 lines 40- 
45). 

Claims 16-18 and 21 recite "a computer program for routing an object through a 
workflow system" taught by Bacon et al. (see column 4 lines 39-65 and column 5 lines 
23-48; where the workflow system is a computer program). Claims 16-18 and 20 further 
recite limitations already addressed by the rejections of claims 5-7 and 10; therefore the 
same rejections apply to these claims. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kalyan K. Deshpande whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5880. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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